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of measures would not ease the situation. It was a wiser policy to allow Labou*"
and Capital to settle the disputes themselves.
Mr. J. B. Petit, supporting, said that intimidation which existed had not been
denied by the speaker against the Bill. Intimidation prevented loyal workers to go
to the mills and damage of crores of rupees had been done to the country. If the
powers of the Police at present were sufficient there was no use of the Bill, but
there were classes of people who would not go to the Courts and lodge complaints.
Hence the necessity for giving such people police help.
Rao Bahadur Kale remarked that as power rested with a constable of the lowest
rank, the risk was greater as always powers to arrest without warrant had been
^fm^eo
'Sir Vasant Rao Dabh< Iker, supporting, observed that the Bill reminded him of
the proverb ''better late than never/' In Ahmedabad there were strikes, but through
the interfeience of Mr. Gandhi they were amicably settled. If the same example had
been followed by Mr. Nariman and Mr. Ginwalla, followers of Mr. Gandhi, there
was no need for'the Bill ( Laughter. ) The speaker charged the Government with
be;ng in league with Labour.
Mr. Laljee Naranjee, supporting, said that regarding legal aspects they had
approached the Police Commissioner who consulted the Advocate-General who in
turn was of opinion that the present power of the Police were not sufficient Tha
whole trouble was an economic one which was of joint interest to Capital, Labour
and the Industry. After giving all kinds of latitude to Labour, the Government
brought the Bill and the speaker, concluding, appealed to the Council to pass it for
the welfare of the industry.
The discussion had not concluded when the Council rose for the day.
On the 8th AUGUST, resuming the debate, Mr. Nanavati, Legal Remem-
brancer, said that under the existing law, the police could not investigate a
non-cognisable case without the orders of a Magistrate. He quoted rulings of
the Bombay High Court in support of his contention. Other High Courts had held
that a Magistrate could take cognisance of a non-cognisable^ case reported by the
police, but those rulings were not binding in Bombay. The Bill was not an absolute
panacea, but helped them to a certain extent.
Mr. Addyman, supporting the Bill, observed that the mill-owners were not
above blame, as they had commited serious mistakes.
Mr. Joshi, opposing the Bill, quoted Mr. Justice Patkar's ruling, that the
Magistrate had powers. The speaker asked the Government whether they had
received a representation from any workers" union for this legislation.
Mr Jog observed that his experience was that persons were more afraid of
the police, than of the magistrates. In many cases, statements made before the
police had been denied before the Magistrates.
Mr. Angadi questioned whether intimidation was practised on a large scale so
as to justify the present legislation.
Mr. Shivdasani referred to the evidence of Mr. Kelly, Police Commissioner
of Bombay, before the Riots Enquiry Committee, that the present Bill would not
prevent intimidation. The Hon'ble Mr. Hotson, intervening, observed that the
press reports might be inaccurate. Mr. Shivadasani said that he believed in a
policy of goodwill between Capital and Labour, as declared by His Excellency
instead of the present Bill.	y
Mr. Bechar, opposing the Bill, said that it would make police agents of Capital-
ists who would go and lodge complaints in courts. The Social Service League and
the Bombay Corporation had not supported such a measure and there was some-
thing wrong with the Millowners themselves.
Mr. J. C. Swaminarayan, opposing the Bill, observed that such powers should
not be given to the Police unless under Swaraj.
ttii 3**ievHoru Mr%H9TSON, Home Member, replying to the debate said that the
liil had been attacked on mutually destructive grounds. I f the members could not
mafce up their minds, he asked what was there wrong with the Bill The speaker
replying to MnNariman's contention that such a legislation should be a central one,
humorously asked ; What about Provincial Autonomy ? (Laughter).	'

